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(3) Whether the investigation can be
carried out without incurring undue
cost, schedule, or risk of failure pen-
alties; and

(4) Whether integration of the instru-
ment is feasible.

(g) In reviewing an investigator’s
management plan, the Project Office
should evaluate the investigator’s ap-
proach for efficiently managing the
work, the recognition of essential man-
agement functions, and the effective
overall integration of these functions.
Evaluation of the proposals under final
consideration should include, but not
be limited to: workload—present and
future related to capacity and capa-
bility; past experience; management
approach and organization; e.g.:

(1) With respect to workload and its
relationship to capacity and capa-
bility, it is important to ascertain the
extent to which the investigator is ca-
pable of providing facilities and per-
sonnel skills necessary to perform the
required effort on a timely basis. This
review should reveal the need for addi-
tional facilities or people, and provide
some indication of the Government
support the investigator will require.

(2) A review should be made of the in-
vestigator, the investigator’s institu-
tion, and any supporting contractor’s
performance on prior investigations.
This should assist in arriving at an as-
sessment of the investigator and the
institution’s ability to perform the ef-
fort within the proposed cost and time
constraints.

(3) The proposed investigator’s man-
agement arrangements should be re-
viewed, including make or buy choices,
support of any co-investigator, and
preselected subcontractors or other in-
strument fabricators to determine
whether such arrangements are justi-
fied. The review should determine if
the proposed management arrange-
ments enhance the investigator’s abil-
ity to devote more time to the pro-
posed experiment objectives and still
effectively employ the technical and
administrative support required for a
successful investigation. In making
these evaluations, the Project Office
should draw on the installation’s engi-
neering, business, legal, and other staff
resources, as necessary, as well as its
scientific resources. If further informa-
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tion is needed from the proposers, it
should be obtained through the proper
contacts.

1872.405 Program office evaluation.

(a) A Program Office responsible for
the project or program at Headquarters
will receive the evaluation of the pro-
posals, and weigh the evaluative data
to determine an optimum payload or
program of investigation. This deter-
mination will involve recommenda-
tions concerning individual investiga-
tions; but, more importantly, should
result in a payload or program which is
judged to optimize total mission return
within schedule, engineering, and budg-
etary constraints. The recommenda-
tions should facilitate sound selection
decisions by the Program AA. Three
sets of recommendations result from
the Program Office evaluation:

(1) Optimum payload or program of
investigations, or options for alter-
native payloads or programs.

(2) Recommendation for final or ten-
tative selection based on a determina-
tion of the degree of uncertainty asso-
ciated with individual investigations.
A tentative selection may be consid-
ered step one of a two-step selection
technique.

(3) Upon consideration of the guide-
lines contained in 1872.502(a)(3), recom-
mending responsibility for instrument
development.

(b) The Installation Project Office
evaluation is principally concerned
with ensuring that the proposed inves-
tigation can be managed, developed, in-
tegrated, and executed with an appro-
priate probability of technical success
within the estimated probable cost.
The Headquarters Program Director,
drawing upon these inputs, should be
mainly concerned with determining a
payload or program from the point of
view of programmatic goals and budg-
etary constraints. Discipline and cost
trade-offs are considered at this level.
The Headquarters Program Office
should focus on the potential contribu-
tion to program objectives that can be
achieved under alternative feasible
payload integration options.

(c) It may be to NASA’s advantage to
consider certain investigations for ten-
tative selection pending resolution of
uncertainties in their development.
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Tentative selections should be recon-
sidered after a period of time for final
selection in a payload or program of in-
vestigations. This two-step selection
process should be considered when:

(1) The potential return from the in-
vestigation is sufficient, relative to
that of the other investigations under
consideration, and that its further de-
velopment appears to be warranted be-
fore final selection.

(2) The investigation potential is of
such high priority to the program that
the investigation should be developed
for flight if at all possible.

(3) The investigative area is critical
to the program and competitive ap-
proaches need to be developed further
to allow selection of the optimum
course.

(d) Based on evaluation of these con-
siderations associated with the inves-
tigations requiring further develop-
ment of hardware, the following infor-
mation should be provided to the
Steering Committee and the Program
AA responsible for selection:

(1) The expected gain in potential re-
turn associated with the eventual in-
corporation of tentatively rec-
ommended investigations in the pay-
load(s) or program.

(2) The expected costs required to de-
velop instrumentation to the point of
““demonstrated capability.”

(3) The risk involved in added cost,
probability of successfully developing
the required instrument capability,
and the possibility of schedule impact.

(4) Identification of opportunities, if
any, for inclusion of such investiga-
tions in later missions.

(e) In those cases where investiga-
tions are tentatively selected, an ex-
plicit statement should be made of the
process to be followed in determining
the final payload or program of inves-
tigations and the proposers so in-
formed. The two-phase selection ap-
proach provides the opportunity for ad-
ditional assurance of development po-
tential and probable cost prior to a
final commitment to the investigation.

(f) As instruments used in investiga-
tions become increasingly complex and
costly, the need for greater control of
their development by the responsible
Headquarters Program Office also
grows. Accordingly, as an integral part
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of the evaluation process, a deliberate
decision should be made regarding the
role of the Principal Investigator with
respect to the provision of the major
hardware associated with that person’s
investigation. The guidelines for the
hardware acquisition determination
are discussed in 1872.502(a)(3).

(g) The range of options for responsi-
bility for the instrumentation consists
of:

(1) Assignment of full responsibility
to the Principal Investigator. The re-
sponsibility includes all in-house or
contracted activity to provide the in-
strumentation for integration.

(2) Retention of developmental re-
sponsibility by the Government with
participation by the Principal Investi-
gator in key events defined for the pro-
gram. In all cases the right of the Prin-
cipal Investigator to counsel and rec-
ommend is paramount. Such involve-
ment of the Principal Investigator may
include:

(i) Provision of instrument specifica-
tions.

(ii) Approval of specifications.

(iii) Independent monitorship of the
development and advice to the Govern-
ment on optimization of the instru-
mentation for the investigation.

(iv) Participation in design reviews
and other appropriate reviews.

(v) Review and concurrence in
changes resulting from design reviews.

(vi) Participation in configuration
control board actions.

(vii) Advice in definition of test pro-
gram.

(viii) Review and approval of test
program and changes thereto.

(ix) Participation in conduct of the
test program.

(x) Participation in calibration of in-
strument.

(xi) Participation in final inspection
and acceptance of the instrument.

(xii) Participation in subsequent test
and evaluation processes incident to
integration and flight preparation.

(xiii) Participation in the develop-
ment and support of the operations
plan.

(xiv) Analysis and interpretation of
data.

(h) The Principal Investigator should
as a minimum:
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(1) Approve the instrument specifica-
tion.

(2) Advise the project manager in de-
velopment and fabrication.

(3) Participate in final calibration.

(4) Develop and support the oper-
ations plan.

(5) Analyze and interpret the data.

(i) The Project Installation is respon-
sible for implementing the program or
project and should make recommenda-
tions concerning the role for the Prin-
cipal Investigators. The Program AA
will determine the role, acting upon
the advice of the Headquarters Pro-
gram Office and the Steering Com-
mittee. The Principal Investigator’s
desires will be respected in the negotia-
tion of the person’s role allowing an
appeal to the Program AA and the
right to withdraw from participation.

(j) The Program Office should make a
presentation to the Steering Com-
mittee with supporting documentation
on the decisions to be made by the re-
sponsible Program AA.

1872.406 Steering committee review.

(a) The most important role of the
Steering Committee is to provide a
substantive review of a potential pay-
load or program of investigations and
to recommend a selection to the Pro-
gram AA. The Steering Committee ap-
plies the collective experience of rep-
resentatives from the program and dis-
cipline communities and offers a forum
for discussing the selection from those
points of view. In addition to this mis-
sion-specific evaluation function, the
Steering Committee provides guidance
to subcommittee chairpersons and
serves as a clearinghouse for problems
and complaints regarding the process.
The Steering Committee is responsible
for assuring adherence to required pro-
cedures. Lastly, it is the forum where
discipline objectives are weighed
against program objectives and con-
straints.

(b) The Steering Committee rep-
resents the means for exercising three
responsibilities in the process of select-
ing investigations to:

(1) Review compliance with proce-
dures governing application of the AO
process.
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(2) Ensure that adequate documenta-
tion has been made of the steps in the
evaluation process.

(3) Review the results of the evalua-
tion by the subcommittee, Project, and
Program Offices and prepare an assess-
ment or endorsement of a rec-
ommended payload or program of in-
vestigations to the Program AA.

(c) The Purpose in exercising the
first of the responsibilities in para-
graph (b) of this section is to ensure eq-
uity and consistency in the application
of the process. The Steering Com-
mittee is intended to provide the nec-
essary reviews and coordination inher-
ent in conventional acquisition prac-
tices.

(d) The second and third responsibil-
ities of the Steering Committee in
paragraph (b) are technical. They re-
quire that the Steering Committee re-
view the evaluations by subcommittee,
the Project Office, and the Program Of-
fice for completeness and appropriate-
ness before forwarding to the Program
AA. Most important in this review are:

(1) Degree to which results of evalua-
tions and recommendations follow logi-
cally from the criteria in the AO.

(2) Consistency with objectives and
policies generally beyond the scope of
Project/Program Offices.

(3) Sufficiency of reasons stated for
tentative recommendations of those in-
vestigations requiring further instru-
ment research and development.

(4) Sufficiency of reasons stated for
determining responsibilities for instru-
ment development.

(5) Sufficiency of consideration of re-
usable space flight hardware and sup-
port equipment for the recommended
investigations.

(6) Sufficiency of reasons for
classifying proposed investigations in
their respective categories.

(7) Fair treatment of all proposals.

(e) The Steering Committee makes
recommendations to the selection offi-
cial on the payload or program of in-
vestigations and notes caveats or pro-
visions important for consideration of
the selection official.

1872.407 Principles to apply.

(a) 1872.406 contains a description of
the evaluation function appropriate for
a major payload or very significant
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